The aim of this paper is to investigate the relationship between self-efficacy and false memories using the Deese/Roediger-McDermott (DRM) paradigm, whereby people falsely remember words not presented in lists. In two studies participants were presented with DRM lists and asked to recall and recognize presented items. In the first study, we found a significant relationship between memory self-efficacy (MSE) and susceptibility to associative memory illusions, both in recall and recognition. They also received the Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (MSEQ), the Big Five Questionnaire (BFQ) and the backward digit span (BDS) test.
Introduction
Understanding individual differences in memory has become a crucial topic in modern psychological research. Moreover to understand the factors that influence memory illusions could help to improve the applications in several fields, like psychology of testimony, learning psychology and psychotherapy. In particular, our interest is in understanding the relationship between individual difference, as measured by state and trait factors, and false memory as measured using the Deese/Roediger-McDermott (DRM) paradigm.
In DRM paradigm, people study lists of associated words and then take a recall or recognition memory test. Each presented list is semantically associated to at least one specific non-presented words (known as critical lures; Roediger & McDermott, 1995) and are listed in backward associative strength (BAS), such that the most strongly associated word is presented first, then the second, and so forth. For example, one list includes sour, candy, sugar, bitter, good, taste, etc. , which should elicit the false recall of the critical lure sweet.
There are several theories that can explain from different point of view the DRM illusion (see Gallo, 2010 for a review). Here we shortly report the ActivationMonitoring Theory (hereafter AMT) and the Fuzzy Trace Theory (hereafter FTT). This theory concern the interaction between two processes. The firs process is the spread activation, which describes a higher probability for critical lure being falsely remembered, due to the repeated activation of characteristics that the critical lure shares with the other words in the list. This leads to remember the critical word as a list word. Nevertheless, the theory accounts a monitoring process that reduces false memories trying to determine the origins of this activated information and that a false memory occur when this process fail (e.g., Roediger& McDermott, 2000; Roediger, Watson, McDermott, & Gallo, 2001) . (Benjamin, 2001; .
Also the FTT (Reyna & Brainerd, 1995; Brainerd & Reyna, 2002) assumes the intervention of a monitoring process during the memory task. However, differently from the AMT, this theory focuses on the storage of meaning relations; indeed the main assumption is the separate encoding of two type of memory trace: verbatim trace and gist trace. A verbatim trace contains the surface form of presented words and, by definition, it disappears earlier than the gist trace that is the representation of the list meaning. According to FTT, a false memory occurs with an illusory recollection of the gist trace.
In the present paper, we describe two distinct studies. In the first study we investigate the relationship between individual differences and false memories. In the second one, we manipulated the self-efficacy variable that we found to be related to false memories in the first study.
Presently, not many researches are conducted on the relationship between false memories and individual differences; most of them have focused on the manipulation of the DRM paradigm (Watson, Bunting, Poole, & Conway, 2005) . In respect to this, (Sanford & Fisk, 2009 ) these studies showed a significant relationship between the associative networks of semantic and episodic memory and extroversion/introversion dimensions of personality as measured by the Big Five Questionnaire (BFQ) In the first study we retested the relationship between extraversion and false memories. Furthermore, because no studies investigated the relationship between MSE and Big Five of personality we are interesting in investigate it.
Even less research has been conducted regarding the focus of the present study, namely on memory self-efficacy (hereafter MSE), it has been conceptualized in two principal ways (Berry, 1999) . In one approach, derived from Bandura's self-efficacy theory, MSE refers to the belief of holding efficient memory skills evaluated in the context of specific memory tasks (Berry, 1996; Beaudoin & Desrichard, 2011) . Another approach, derived from the meta-memory framework, conceptualizes MSE as "one's sense of mastery or capability to use memory effectively in memorydemanding situations" (Hertzog, Hultsch, & Dixon, 1990) . In this approach, MSE is a generalized judgment that is abstracted from specific tasks and situation characteristics.
Furthermore, in the present study we used MSE taking in to account the Bandura's suggestions (1997), therefore as based on various sources of information, including the appraisal of the relevant features of a task and situation, as well as task-specific, domain-specific, and global beliefs about one's memory abilities. One's concurrent MSE is based on the perceived characteristics of the memory task to be performed, on personal-state variables (e.g., concurrent physiological state and mood), and, whether no previous experience with the task is available, on more generalized beliefs about one's memory abilities (Hertzog et al., 1990b) .
Self-efficacy affects the ability to cope, which indirectly supports the hypothesis that the level of MSE affects cognitive performance (Heitzmann et al., 2011; Coffee & Rees, 2011) . According to Bandura's self-efficacy theory (1989 Bandura's self-efficacy theory ( , 1997 , higher confidence in one's memory leads to higher memory performance due to greater effort expenditure, greater persistence in the face of difficulties, higher performance goals, and lower state anxiety. Some studies have shown a significant positive correlation between MSE and working memory (hereafter WM) (Caldeira de Carvalho, Marcourakis, Artes, & Gorenstein, 2002; Potter & Hartman, 2006) , others reported that WM is predictive of false recognition (Johnson, Hashtroudi, & Lindsay, 1993; Peters et al., 2007) . Since WM could mediate the relation between MSE and DRM performance, we decided to include it in our analysis.
Because no previous study has assessed whether MSE affects the extent to which people develop false memories, we investigated this hypothesis using two different experiments. The focus of the first study was to examine the relationship between false memories and individual difference traits mentioned above. In the second experiment, we tested whether experimentally induced changes in MSE (considered as a state variable) produce changes in memory performance.
Experimental studies which try to manipulate personal variables such as MSE are rare, and in most cases do not include any measure of memory performance (e.g. Sanbonmatsu, Harpster, Akimoto, & Moulin, 1994) . Among studies in which memory performance is assessed, one did not report any MSE manipulation effect on memory performance (Gardiner, Luszcz, & Bryan, 1997) , while another reported an effect of manipulation on both MSE and memory performance but did not test whether the impact of manipulation on memory performance was mediated by MSE changes (Nicoson, Dick, Lineweaver, & Hertzog, 2008) .
Study 1
The purpose of the first study was to investigate individual differences in false memory. Particularly we wanted to examine whether MSE can determine memory performance, using the DRM paradigm. In the DRM paradigm people study lists of associated words and then take a free recall and recognition memory test. The typical result is that people often falsely remember a non-studied critical word associated with the words in the list. According to self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1989) , individuals with low MSE should be less willing than individuals with higher levels of MSE to expend mental effort during the DRM tasks. We hypothesize that individuals with higher MSE are better able to initiate intentional monitoring activities and screen out potential memory errors, including critical false memories, compared to individuals with low levels of self-efficacy. Moreover, we expect that only MSE for words is predictive of performance in the DRM paradigm, because this scale is closer to DRM conditions than the MSE scales for groceries and errands.
Furthermore, we tested the hypothesis that the confidence intervals of the recognition task could be related to MSE as a meta-memory task. As regards to BFQ, coherently with previous researches (e.g., Paddock et al., 2000; Sanford & Fisk, 2009) we aspect that extroverts produce a significantly greater number of false memories than introverts. In this study, we also assessed the role of WM in predicting performance of a DRM task.
Method Participants
Forty-one native English speakers students from the University of Hull (UK), 10 were male, 31 were female (mean age = 20.6; SD = 4.35). Forty-one native Italian speakers students from the Sapienza University of Rome, 11 were male, 30 were female (mean age = 24.8; SD = 6.04).
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Materials
DRM lists -Study items were 14 of the lists rated by Stadler, Roediger, and McDermott (1999) as producing medium levels of false recognition. Each list consisted of 15 associations of a non-presented critical lure (see Appendix). The recognition test included a printed sheet containing 28 studied words (two from each list), 14 critical lures of the studied lists, plus 28 non-presented words semantically related with critical lures and 28 words unrelated to critical lures or any other word in this list. As the Italian language does not possess as many extensive association norms as the English language (Buchanan et al., 2012) , we translated the original English stimuli, matching use frequency, into Italian. For this purpose we referred to Corpus of Contemporary American English (Davies, 2008) and Corpus e Lessico di Frequenza dell'Italiano Scritto (Corpus and Frequency Lexicon of Written Italian) (Bertinetto, et al., 2005) .
Backward Digit Span (BDS) -This test is used to measure WM, attention, concentration, and mental control (Ostrosky-Solís & Lozano, 2006) . In a typical test of memory span, a list of random numbers is read out loud at a rate of one item per second. At the conclusion of the list, participants are asked to recall all digits in reverse order. The test begins with three digits, increasing one digit after each two sequences of digits until people fail to report two sequences of the same length.
Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (MSEQ) -This questionnaire includes the description of several memory exercises (classic laboratory tasks and more everyday tasks) which must be carried out at different levels (Berry, West & Dennehey, 1989) . Subjects are required to decide whether or not they are capable of attaining each level of performance for each task and to state their level of confidence. For this study we selected three MSE scales: chores, groceries and words.
Big Five Questionnaire (BFQ) -This is a personality test (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, & Perugini, 1993; Costa & McCrae, 1985) based on five major dimensions: openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism. In this study, we used the 50 item short version of BFQ.
Procedure
Subjects were tested individually in a room set up to avoid distractions and interference. DRM lists were administered in random order through headphones connected to a computer. The words were presented with a frequency of one every 1.5 seconds. Subjects were instructed to recall each list after listening to it. The request to recall the words in the list followed the presentation of each list. Recall of all 14 lists was followed by the backward digit span task administration. The DRM recognition task was then presented. For the recognition task, subjects were asked to recognize the words presented in the lists from a recognition list containing new and old words by indicating a level of confidence for each item (4 = certainly old; 3 = probably old; 2 = probably new; 1 = certainly new). After this step, the MSEQ and BFQ questionnaires were presented and filled out.
Results
Preliminary analysis
As previously explained, in this study we used two language groups; in order to compare DRM results we conducted some preliminary analyses that showed some differences between the Italian and English groups in correct recall and in correct recognition. For this reason, we decided to analyze the two language groups separately. Nevertheless, no significant differences were found between these two groups in the MSEQ or false memory production.
Recall
An overall two (languages: English and Italian) by three (type of recall: correct, critical and non-critical errors) ANOVA was computed on recall scores. The results showed a main effect for type of recall, F (1, 80) = 419.59, η p 2 = .84, p < .001 (M hits = .58, SD hits = .08, M cl = .39, SD cl = .18, M n-cl = .07, SD n-cl =05). While the performance in the two language groups differed significantly in the proportion of correct recall, F(1,80) = 6.67, η p 2 =.07, p = .012 (M eng = .61, SD eng = .08, M ita = .56, SD ita = .08), no difference was observed in false memory production, either for critical recall,
In spite of the significant differences in correct recall, the curves of the serial position in the recall task of English and Italian words had the same trend. Figure 1 shows the typical effect of the DRM paradigm, i.e. a percentage of critical lures comparable to those of the words positioned in the middle of the list (this overlap is around 40% for both groups). 
Recognition
A similar ANOVA was computed for the recognition scores. Similar to the results in recall, there was a main effect of languages, F (1, 80) = 546.66, η p 2 = .87, p < .001 (M hits = .71, SD hits = .11, M cl = .76, SD cl = .22, M rel = .24, SD rel =12, M nrel = .11, SD nrel =07). Moreover, results showed a significant interaction between Italian group and English group for hits, F (1, 80) = 5.78, MSE = 0.34, p = .018; the English group reported a mean percentage of hits significantly higher than the Italian group (respectively M eng = .74, SD eng = .12, M ita = .68, SD ita = .10). Instead, no significant difference between the two languages in critical lure production was found, F (1, 80) = 1.67, MSE = 0.01, p = .20. Furthermore, a significant difference for unrelated errors, F (1, 80) = 4.04, MSE = 0.21, p = .048 (see , Table 1 ) was obtained but not for related errors, F(1,80) = 0.69, MSE = 0.40, p = .409.
With respect to confidence scores, in both languages critical lures were recognized as occurring with the same frequency as presented words. Critical lures, when judged as old, were reported with more 'not sure' responses than studied words. Vice versa, when a word was judged as new, more certain responses for critical lures were reported. Moreover, related errors were recognized as presented words more frequently than unrelated errors; certain/probably judgments reflect this result (see, Table 1 ).
Results of both recall and recognition showed that the translation of the DRM lists into the Italian language did not change probability of the list inducing false memory; the English group and Italian group were comparable in this crucial dimension. Individual differences ANOVA conducted on data of the backward digit span test and the MSEQ showed no differences between language groups. Significantly, differences in three of the five BFQ scales were found: openness, F (1, 80) = 21. 92, MSE=0.62, p<.001; conscientiousness, F(1, 80)= 16.98, MSE=0.52, p<.001; and extraversion, F(1, 80)= 8.01, MSE=0.62, p=.006 (see Table 2 ). No significant difference was found in backward digit span scores between the English and Italian groups. Following analyses were computed combining English and Italian scores. For this, we only considered variables that didn't show significant differences between the two languages groups.
Multiple regression analysis
In order to define predictors of false memories, two stepwise multiple regressions were conducted on critical lures for recall and recognition respectively. We considered as independent variables scores of tests that didn't show significant differences between languages (i.e., backward digit span, all MSEQ scales used in the study, extraversion and neuroticism from the BFQ).
As expected, the variance in false memories during recall was explained by scores in the MSE word subscale, t (80) = -3.36, p<.01, R 2 = .21, which predicted false memories produced during recall, β = -.60, (see Table 4 ). None of the predictors explained the variance of critical lures produced during recognition. Memory self-efficacy and false memories Scores in the MSEQ for word subscale of the MSE dimension were divided using the median score in order to create two groups of high and low MSE words. Multiple ANOVA results (see Table 5 ) showed no significant differences between the high MSE group and the low MSE group for correct recall. As predicted, participants with high self-efficacy showed lower levels for critical lures, F (1,80) 
Discussion
We conducted separate preliminary analyses that reported significant differences between the English and Italian groups. However, no differences were found for the crucial variables (critical recall and recognition) and the probability that a word will elicit the critical lure in a free association paradigm was observed, both in English and Italian. The results of ANOVA and regression confirm our first hypothesis: the tendency to produce false memories in recall is predicted by MSE scores. This however occurs only when MSE refers to words. The MSE scales for errands and groceries did not predict the results of the DRM task, because they referred to everyday situations, as Berry, West, and Dennehey (1989) maintained. Furthermore, when a false recognition occurs, subjects reported a higher confidence as old item. On the other side, high MSE group was more confident in correct rejection. This result is in line with the meta-memory framework (Hertzog, Hultsch, & Dixon, 1990) and supports the prediction that higher MSE reflects the capability to use memory effectively in memory-demanding situations. In particular, high MSE seems to be effective in avoiding false memories.
Our results are consistent with some studies reporting a positive correlation between MSE and different forms of semantic memory tasks (Gillström & Rönnberg, 1995; Schmidt, Berg & Deelman, 2001 ). According to self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997) , MSE affects the level of performance attained on a memory task through its effect on motivational and affective processes, such as mental effort expenditure (i.e., the amount of processing resources voluntarily allocated to a task).
As found during the current study, low MSE is related to a less efficient WM. Conversely, individuals with high MSE generally have better performance levels in WM tasks. Nevertheless, our results showed no significant correlation between WM and DRM performance.
Finally, previous studies have indicated that extraversion reliably predicts selfefficacy (Tams, 2008) , and that self-efficacy plays a mediating role between personality and social interest or perceived stress (Caprara et al., 2012; Nauta, 2004) . In our study, extraversion was not correlated with any variable.
Study 2
The aim of the second study was to explore the effect of manipulating the level of MSE to produce false memories. As argued above, we refer to MSE as a state variable that can be immediately influenced by the perceived performance to the task. Previous research (West, Bagwell & Dark-Freudeman, 2005; West, Welch & Thorn, 2001; Coffee & Rees, 2011; Le Foll, Rascle & Higgins, 2008) shows that when subjects receive feedback they engage more in a task and display better performance than participants that receive no feedback. Moreover, Desrichard and Köpetz (2005) suggest that the influence of MSE on memory can be manipulated indirectly using suggestive instructions. Furthermore, theories of cognitive consistency assume that the discrepancy between beliefs and perceived behavior creates a discomfort that motivates a person to reduce perceived discrepancies (Abelson et al., 1968) . Finally, McConnell and Reed Hunt (2007) have shown that providing participants with feedback on their performance this feedback affected their subsequent performance to the same task.
In this study, we used positive and negative feedback on subjects' DRM recall performance. Both feedback types were introduced to alter the level of self-efficacy of the participants. Coherently with results of the previous study, we expect these three groups reporting different performance in DRM task.
Method
The general method used was the same as that used in the first study.
Participants
Forty-eight young Italian adults (M = 23.6, SD = 3.48) took part in the study; 23 were male and 25 were female. Each person was tested individually in a room. Subjects were divided into three groups. Two groups were assigned to the experimental condition and one to the control group.
Materials
Twelve Italian DRM lists (used in the first experiment), recorded using a male voice in digital audio format at the rate of one word every two seconds were used. The 12 lists were randomly divided into two sets of three and one set of six. The recognition test consisted, for each DRM list, of one critical lure, two words included in the list (positions two and nine), two non-presented words associated with a critical lure and two words not associated with any other word in this list. Lists were divided into three blocks: two by three lists and a one by six list, with different lists per block across participants.
Regarding MSEQ, in the present study the scale "chores" was replaced with "digits", because digits is not referred to an everyday domain. Thus in this study we considered an everyday task (i.e. grocery) and two laboratory domains (i.e. words and digits) but we focused MSE manipulation on the words domain, and not on the digits domain.
Furthermore, two parallel versions of the backward digit span were used.
Procedure
All participants heard 12 DRM lists through headphones. The subjects were told that this was a word experiment, that they will hear several lists of words, and that at the end of each list (indicated when the experimenter clicked on the pause button), they should write as many of the words down as they could remember (see Figure 2) . Firstly, participants filled out the MSEQ. Then they started to listen to the DRM lists. The subjects were given two minutes to recall each list after its presentation. After the last recall task of the first block subjects were distracted with an arithmetic calculation task. After three minutes the participants were asked to complete the recognition test. After the recognition task the experimenter gave a different feedback 1 for each group about the memory performance. After the feedback the second block started. This block was the same as the first, but instead of an arithmetic task the backward digit span (BDS) test was conducted.
The third and final block contained six rather than three lists. After the final recognition task, there was a three-minute interval in which the participants performed the BDS test. Finally, participants received the recognition task. During debriefing the researcher informed the subjects that the feedback was independent 
Results
No significant difference for gender was found in pre-feedback condition of selfefficacy and performance. At the end of the experiment all participants judged the credibility of the feedback on a scale of five points (1: not reliable; 5: totally reliable; M = 4.39, SD = .72).
An interaction between group condition (decreasing MSE, increasing MSE and control) and time condition (pre-feedback and post-feedback) was obtained; in particular it was statistically significant in MSE for number, F(2,45) =13.33, MSE= 25.26, p<.001, and MSE for words, F(2, 45)=9.01, MSE= 25.26, p<.001 . Moreover, we computed multiple comparisons among each of the three levels of group condition in both level of time condition for every possible dependent variable (Table 6) ; results showed significant differences between increasing and decreasing MSE groups and between control and increasing MSE groups, but not between control and decreasing MSE groups (both in MSE for number and for words).
Regarding DRM performance, the interaction between group and time condition was statistically significant only for critical recall, F (2, 45) =4.34, MSE=0.04, p<.05 . Contrast analysis showed a significant difference in critical recall between control and decreasing groups and between decreasing and increasing groups in postfeedback condition, but not in pre-feedback condition. No significant interactions between group and time condition were found in recognition scores and confidence intervals. Furthermore, we computed the system sensitivity (d') and the criterion just for the recall task, because in recognition no interaction effect was found 2 . These measures helped to better understand the actual impact of feedback on the DRM effect.
Results show a group by time interaction for d': the decreasing self-efficacy group effectively reduced the system sensitivity compared to the increasing self-efficacy group, F (2, 45) =3.19, MSE=0.08, p=.05 . Multiple comparisons highlighted a significant d' difference between decreasing and increasing group performance. On the other hand, no criterion differences between control and experimental group were obtained. No effect for WM task was found.
Discussion
We found two group by time condition interaction effects. The first was on MSE that significantly went in the predicted direction for two different experimental groups. Consistent with results from our first study and that conducted by Berry, West and Dennehey (1989) , different MSEQ subscales predicted memory domains they referred to. In fact, we obtained an interaction effect just for laboratory memory task self-efficacy. Nevertheless we couldn't discriminate between MSE for digits and number; it would be interesting to build a MSE scale for false memories, in order to better understand the MSE and false memory relationship.
The second interaction effect was on critical lures recall. In the decreased selfefficacy condition there were significantly more critical lures than in the two other conditions (increase and control). We demonstrated that decreasing/increasing selfefficacy feedback procedures induced a substantial changing of sensitivity (d'), while no significant difference was observed in the criteria. As predicted, subjects assigned to decreasing groups exhibited a worse performance in the last block, unlike the increasing group. Decreasing MSE feedback probably induced people to believe that they were not able to improve their memory performance giving rise to a worse DRM performance. On the other hand, increasing feedback induced people to believe in themselves and to maintain their performance. We cannot explain which types of feedback (positive/negative) better influenced memory performance in DRM tasks because no difference between the control group and experimental group was found. However, the significant difference in sensitivity, between decreasing and increasing self-efficacy groups, is congruent with some evidence from previous research, showing that low MSE is associated with low willingness to expend mental effort and with high cognitive anxiety, both of which reduce the amount of processing resources available for performing a task. Our results can be explained when considering that the differences in sensitivity depend on different degrees of cognitive effort in the increasing and decreasing groups. Indeed high MSE consists in greater effort expenditure, greater persistence in the face of difficulties, higher performance goals, and lower state anxiety, which, as we showed, reduce DRM illusion propensity.
Coherently with McDougall and Kang (2003) statement, that memory self-efficacy may or may not predict performance, depending on the congruence between predicted memory tasks and the memory tasks actually performed, in our study the feedback influenced recall performance, but not recognition and WM performance. Future research could consider replicating this experiment using feedback on recognition, also in order to extend the results of the first study that showed a significant effect of MSE on confidence ratings of critical false recognition.
General discussion and conclusions
We investigated an uncharted question: can the memory self-efficacy affects the production of false memories?
In study 1, we found that MSE is related to WM and false memory. Moreover, the tendency to produce false memories in recall is predicted by a meta-memory component: the MSE. Indeed, coherently with SE theory (Bandura, 1997) , we speculate that people who had a resilient self-efficacy were those who engaged more resources and utilized more effective coping strategies. Berry (1996) demonstrated that enhancement of memory performance depends on enhancing efficacy beliefs, which in turn increases resource allocation and the cognitive effort needed for deeper levels of cognitive processing (i.e., elaborative and associative coding and mental rehearsal). In turn, these beliefs are thought to lead to less effort expenditure, less persistence in the face of difficulties, lower performance goals, and higher anxiety during memory tasks, all factors that may lead to poorer performance on memory tasks (Bandura, 1989; Berry, 1999) . Our results support this hypothesis.
We believe that the experimental procedure used in the second study significantly influenced the recall task, because, as the cognitive consistency theory predict, feedbacks motivated subjects to reduce perceived discrepancies between their MSE and their perceived performance (Abelson et al., 1968) , which in this case was strongly influenced by the feedback that we provided, in that specific memory domain (Bandura, 1997) .
Considering DRM performance, the interpretation of our findings is most consistent with the FTT of false memory. According to this account, more false memories in decreasing MSE group occur because of a more comprehensive gist recollection strategy that the first group assumes in order to improve their disappointing memory performance. Significantly, this strategy had no consequences on the recollection of presented words because it depends on verbatim trace.
On the contrary, we think that the AMT does not explain our findings as well as FTT. The reason is that in this case a more liberal monitoring decision criterion (Miller, 2011) in decreasing MSE should have produced more false memories but also more correct recall, resulting in a significant difference of the criterion parameter β between the two experimental groups. However, that is not what we observed. The only way to explain our findings, using the AMT, is pointing out that MSE influenced both activation and monitoring processes. Nevertheless, it seems not so plausible to us that a metacognitive process could influence an automatic process, as the spread activation, in so little time and just after two feedbacks.
To conclude our two studies together coherently show that the level of MSE for words is related to memory performance in DRM tasks and that it has a causal effect on memory performance.
In the future, new researches will be required which improve the experimental procedure aimed at assessing other possible feedback effects on the DRM task or other memory tasks; certainly other false memory paradigms based on episodic memory (e.g., the misinformation effect: Loftus, 2005 ; and imagination inflation: Garry, Manning, Loftus, & Sherman, 1996; Mazzoni & Memon, 2003) .
Limitations of the present research
A limit of this study is the lack of a BAS index for recognition distracters and Italian DRM lists, due to lack of a sufficiently wide corpus of associative norms in Italian.
second type of feedback was more coherent than the first. If participants were told that their score was 75.3% during initial feedback, subsequent feedback mentioned that their performance was 79.7% (increasing MSE). Conversely, if the initial feedback reported 24.7%, then it was reduced after the second block to 20.3% (decreasing MSE). Considering previous studies that induced changes in the sense of self-efficacy through feedback (Litt, 1988; Jacobs, Prentice-Dunn, & Rogers, 1984) , we assumed that this score oscillation was sufficient to induce a change in selfefficacy and at the same time provided plausible and credible information (only two subjects said they did not believe the information provided by the experimenter; they were eliminated from the data set).
2. The first result was computed subtracting the z mean score of critical (false) recall from the z mean score of hits. The criterion was also calculated as the ratio between the z mean scores of hits and critical lures (β = z hits / z criticallures ) and indicated the choice of recalling a word that could be a false memory (Heit, Brockdorff, & Lamberts, 2004) .
